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Chapter 21

Expeditionary and AmphibiousDISTRIDUTION. PTTI7!NW arfare Approved for Public Release
Distribution Unlimited

George V. Galdorisi
The war the nation fights today is not a war ofAmerica's choosing. It is a war that was brought
violently and brutally to America's shores by the evilforces of terror. It is a war against
America andAmerica's way oflife. It is a war against all that America holds dear. It is a war
against freedom itself.I
- Quadrennial Defense Review Report, September 30, 2001

A military, naval, littoral war, when wisely prepared and discreetly conducted, is a terrible sort
of war. Happy for that people who are sovereigns enough of the sea to put it into execution! For
it comes like thunder and lightning to some unprepared part of the world.2
- Thomas More Molyneux, Conjunct Expeditions, 1759

In his Foreword to the Quadrennial Defense Review Report (QDR Report),
Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld puts an exclamation point on the impact
that the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, had on the United States. A
variety of forces were already causing the United States to place an enhanced
emphasis on defeating terrorism and on ensuring the security of America by
elevating homeland security as a new mission area. The attacks accelerated
those efforts.
Some commentators have suggested that the forces of globalization make
America more vulnerable. Others have suggested that these same forces
contribute to America's position as the world's sole superpower and provide the
wherewithal for the United States to defend itself against a wide range of
threats.3 Regardless of the school of thought to which one subscribes, one thing
is clear: the U.S. security paradigm has dramatically changed at the dawn of a
millennium marked by globalization.
The QDR Report and the Secretary of Defense's 2002 Annual Report to the
President and Congress provide a roadmap to this new security paradigm.
Significantly, these reports do not envision a strategy that causes America to
hunker down and devolve into a "Fortress America" solution for dealing with
terrorism and homeland security. Rather, it articulates four overarching defense
policy goals that keep America engaged in a globalizing world.
These goals-assuring allies and friends; dissuading future military
competition; deterring threats and coercion against U.S. interests; and if
deterrence fails, decisively defeating any adversary-underscore America's
commitment to remain engaged globally, thus continuing to make forward
defense an essential part of the homeland security equation.4 A substantial part
of that forward defense is provided by naval expeditionary forces writ large-
and by amphibious warfare forces specifically.
While globalization is a relatively new term, expeditionary and amphibious
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warfare have existed for several millennia, and this way of war has been part of
the U.S. lexicon for well over 2 centuries, dating back as far as 1775.5 (For
much of this chapter, amphibious warfare will be subsumed under the term
expeditionary warfare, which is current Navy and Marine Corps usage.) In light
of the profound impact of globalization and the historical importance that naval
expeditionary warfare has played in the U.S. security paradigm, it is important
to understand the trade space where these two intersect. How do U.S.
expeditionary warfare forces impact globalization? Conversely, how does
globalization impact the mission of current and future U.S. expeditionary
warfare forces?
Understanding this intersection between globalization and expeditionary
warfare can help ensure that expeditionary warfare forces fielded by the United
States will be as relevant as possible throughout this century. The available
evidence strongly suggests that the changes wrought by globalization are
profound-and they profoundly affect the ways in which expeditionary warfare
forces will be shaped. As nations, and especially the United States, have
interests overseas that are critical to national political and economic survival,
the ability to react quickly to crises across the globe is more essential now than
it ever was before. A robust expeditionary warfare capability is a critical
element of the ability to provide this response.

Globalization: Accelerating in the 21st Century

U.S. security goals are framed within the context of dramatic changes to the
international security environment. Globalization-which is defined as the
international interaction of information, financial capital, commerce,
technology, and labor at exponentially greater speeds than previously thought
possible-is perhaps the seminal factor impacting this environment.6 For the
Nation to remain strong, its security policy must respond to globalization by
shaping the emerging world order in a way that protects vital interests,
including the American homeland, as well as those of our allies and friends.7
A previous study, The Global Century: Globalization and National Security,
frames the environment in which naval expeditionary forces will operate and
emphasizes the enduring value that these forces have in shaping the global
security environment. The broad consensus of many commentators contributing
to this study is that the global era calls for a military strategy that combines
peacetime regional engagement, crisis management, and maintenance of
warfighting capabilities to mitigate and contain likely conflicts and that this
overarching strategy argues strongly for a reorientation of military operations
toward expeditionary warfare.
The ongoing migration of world population to cities on or near coasts,
combined with the growing reach of modern weapons, makes the objective area
for decisive military operations more accessible to naval expeditionary forces,
which promises to place even greater demands on the use of carrier battlegroups
(CVBGs) and amphibious ready groups (ARGs).8 Furthermore, the inability of
airpower alone to defeat an enemy decisively-as evidenced by recent



operations in Iraq, Kosovo, and Afghanistan-argues strongly that forces such
as the Marine air-ground task forces (MAGTFs) embarked in ARGs will be
essential to bring future crises to a successful resolution.9
Changes wrought by globalization, especially the dramatic expansion of
international trade between and among emerging economies, increase the
likelihood that America's naval expeditionary forces will operate most
frequently in areas of growing strategic instability. These areas include the
southern belt of strategic instability that stretches from the Balkans, through the
Middle East and the Persian Gulf, across South Asia, and through the Asian
Crescent from Southeast Asia northward to Taiwan and Japan. 10 Importantly,
these are areas where ARGs and MAGTFs operate most effectively.
Naval expeditionary forces are ideally suited to operate in these forward areas
and take on the mission of peacetime environment shaping for the strategic
purpose of promoting favorable changes while dampening chaos and preventing
damaging trends. This strategic shaping is crucial to bring about stable
conditions and constructive changes that likely would not evolve on their own.
The strategy employed by these naval expeditionary forces will not be
positional or continental but instead will focus on applying flexible, adaptive,
and decisive military power projection at ever-shifting locations. The new
strategic landscape suggests that naval expeditionary forces will perform a more
critical role than they did in the past, that they will not act alone but in concert
with joint and coalition forces to enable these forces to enter the fight and
perform their missions, and that they will be used more frequently as the
searing forces of globalization create worldwide crises requiring their use.
Thus, while globalization impacts many aspects of the U.S. security paradigm,
it impacts naval expeditionary forces in general and amphibious warfare forces
in particular perhaps more significantly than other components of America's
arsenal. At issue is whether the Department of Defense has the flexibility and
agility to respond to the impacts ofglobalization in a way that enhances the
ability of these forces to maximize their contribution to the national defense.

Expeditionary Warfare: Focused on Amphibious Warfare Forces

It is possible to become adrift in a sea of similar definitions: expeditionary
warfare, naval expeditionary warfare, amphibious warfare, amphibious
operations, and others. These terms often mean different things to different
people; therefore, a moment spent on definitional accuracy is a moment well
spent.
At one end of the definitional spectrum, expeditionary warfare can be
understood to mean any combination of joint or coalition forces operating
outside of the continental United States to accomplish some military mission. In
this context, we include virtually all naval forces, CVBGs, ARGs, independent
formations of surface combatants, and strategic submarines, as well as Army
and Air Force expeditionary forces and the like. At the other end of the
spectrum, the term amphibious operations is typically used in the context of
assaults against an enemy beachhead in much the same way that these



operations were conducted over a half-century ago during World War II.
A more nuanced definition, focused on naval expeditionary warfare and
amphibious warfare in the changed security environment of the 21st century,
requires that we sharpen our terms and agree upon precisely what these terms
mean. For the purpose of this analysis, naval expeditionary warfare refers to
operations carried out by forward-deployed CVBGs and ARGs, sometimes
working independently but more often operating in mutual support.
With respect to the ARG, this should be understood to mean a group of three
Navy ships designed specifically for amphibious warfare-typically a general
purpose amphibious assault ship (LHA)/multipurpose amphibious assault ship
(LHD), an amphibious transport dock (LPD), a landing ship dock (LSD), and
an embarked Marine expeditionary unit (special operations capable)
(MEU[SOC]). This is the smallest unit of a MAGTF. Larger MAGTFs are
comprised of at least one ARG/MEU(SOC) and additional assets.
Finally, amphibious warfare must be defined in more universal terms than
World War II-type assaults on enemy beaches. For the purposes of this analysis,
we define amphibious warfare as the broad scope of those operations conducted
by a MAGTF embarked in one or more ARGs (along with other associated
forces comprising the MAGTF). A CVBG or other forces in theater may
support these forces, but the ARG/MAGTF team provides the essential
elements of the forces for the operation. 11
Maintaining expeditionary forces that can conduct amphibious warfare (and
prevail over any type of enemy) will be one of the central challenges for U.S.
force planners in the years ahead. The U.S. Commission on National
Security/21 st Century brought this into sharp focus in their report Roadmapfor
National Security: Imperative for Change, which noted that:
Ultimately, the transformation process will blur the distinction between
expeditionary and conventional forces, as both types of capabilities will
eventually possess the technological superiority, deployability, survivability,
and lethality now called for in the expeditionary forces. For the near term,
however, those we call expeditionary capabilities require the most emphasis.
Consequently, we recommend that the Defense Department devote its highest
priority to improving and further developing its expeditionary capabilities. 12
At the intersection of globalization and amphibious warfare, the issue remains
whether the United States ascertains clearly the impact of globalization on
amphibious warfare and makes needed changes to amphibious warfare force
structure and doctrine to maximize the utility and viability of these forces. To
address this issue, we need to examine where expeditionary warfare in general
and amphibious warfare in particular have been and where this complex
warfighting discipline appears to be going.

A Century of Change

The expeditionary warfare tradition of the U.S. Navy and Marine Corps is as
old as the Nation itself It is a tradition and capability unmatched or even
approached by any military force in the world. Expeditionary warfighting is a
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mindset derived from a naval character that has allowed the Navy-Marine
Corps team to provide the Nation the enduring means to shape and influence
global events with military operations mounted from the sea. Modem naval
expeditionary warfare had its origins in exercises conducted during the decades
preceding World War II, which has led to the development of today's unique
operational capabilities, tailored support equipment, and the finely honed skills
that continue to ensure success.
During half a century of hot and cold wars since the end of World War II, the
Navy and Marine Corps together have maintained a strong maritime forward
presence, influencing the perceptions of friends and potential foes simply by
being on-scene when events develop. Centered on multimission CVBGs and
ARGs, forward-deployed naval forces have been formidable instruments for
peacetime engagement and crisis response, as well as conflict deterrence and
conflict resolution. Their inherent flexibility has allowed them to operate
effectively in a wide range of scenarios and across different levels of conflict-
an unparalleled capability.
Sea-based forward presence enables the United States to maintain regional
stability in the least intrusive way by avoiding the stationing of ground forces
on foreign soil. Experience has shown that many countries prefer the less
provocative, low-profile presence of a naval expeditionary force that remains
continuously on-scene with a sustainable, combat-credible punch that is both
understood and respected. These forces can deploy from the sea and withdraw
again very quickly, or they can remain on station-over the horizon and out of
sight-monitoring an emerging crisis while preparing to intervene. Their
appearance does not necessarily signal a long-term presence, but it still affords
sustained reassurance of commitment to friend and foe alike.
Commandant of the Marine Corps, General James Jones, recently underscored
this capability in remarks that highlighted the enduring value of forward-
deployed naval expeditionary forces:
What we want here is balance, and the balance has to be, for a superpower, to
be able to do a little bit of everything very well. It seems to me there's
tremendous value in having an expeditionary service that is forward-deployed,
that on a moment's notice can bring to bear all of the elements of combined
arms to make a point-whether it is to deter, to influence, to shape, or to
respond to an actual crisis .... The Marine Corps is the only branch of the military
that can deploy rapidly around the world from Navy ships, sustain itself for
weeks and bring "combined arms"-ground troops, air support and naval
firepower-to bear against an adversary. 13

Expeditionary Warfare Forces: First Responders and Force
Enablers

Joint Vision 2020 (the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff strategic vision)
"operationalizes" the way in which the United States intends to employ its
military forces to accomplish the missions assigned by the President and
Secretary of Defense. This emerging vision of military operations has U.S.



forces maintaining a strong forward-presence posture and fighting in and
through the littorals. Naval expeditionary forces are the bedrock of this
capability. 14
These forward-deployed naval expeditionary forces provide the first responders
when crisis erupts and also become the joint and coalition force enablers if a
conflict persists after these forces first respond. The multimission capability of
amphibious warfare forces causes these forces-and particularly the MAGTF-
to be the expeditionary warfare forces used most frequently in response to a
wide spectrum of crises, especially in the last decade of the last century. There
are profound reasons for this.
Naval expeditionary forces provide credible combat power forward deployed to
achieve regional stability, deter aggression, provide timely crisis response, and
defeat an enemy that seeks to pursue actions inimical to our interests. They
provide the President and Secretary of Defense with a flexible and effective
instrument to promote stability and project power inregions of importance.
Combat-credible formations such as the MAGTF contribute substantially to this
effort by providing ready, robust, credible, and scalable forward presence to
assure access for and enable other joint forces to make their unique
contributions.
The ability to reassure friends and allies, deter potential adversaries, and, when
necessary, engage in combat at all levels of intensity makes these naval
expeditionary forces especially valuable as the indispensable force that enables
the United States to put its entire military into play. Rotational CVBGs and
ARGs help shape and stabilize the regional security environment by being
continuously on-scene with a combat-credible and sustainable presence.
Serving as sovereign and maneuverable U.S. bases, unencumbered by any
footprint ashore, they are well positioned to project influence and reassure allies
and friends.
This combat-credible presence can deter regional foes from initiating a crisis.
Presence is provided by rotational and surged CVBGs and ARGs and suggests
to a potential adversary that response to aggression will be swift and massive.
These forces are task organized, sized, and configured to deter aggression by
their presence. Should a regional aggressor not respond to deterrence, these
naval expeditionary forces deployed forward to provide deterrence are also the
forces most likely to respond rapidly to an emerging crisis.
The deployment patterns of CVBGs and ARGs are carefully constructed by
theater combatant commanders to ensure that at least one of these battle
formations is within striking distance-or a short steaming distance away-of
likely areas of concern. Importantly, in addition to serving as first responders to
a crisis, they provide the wherewithal for the application of joint combat power
as the crisis continues.
Should a crisis or conflict require U.S. response beyond that provided by on-
scene CVBGs and ARGs, a more robust joint or coalition response will be
required. The unique contribution of these naval expeditionary forces comes
through their value as an enabling force during the transition from crisis to
conflict since they are also shaped specifically to be the backbone for the rapid



and scalable application of joint forces.
The ability of naval expeditionary forces to form this backbone for the
application of joint combat power by all branches of the U.S. military makes
them the indispensable element in the application of joint and coalition combat
power. The Marines embarked with the ARG typically provide the initial
combat power ashore and assure access for follow-on joint forces as they arrive
on-scene. By denying the enemy sanctuary and seizing beachheads, ports, and
airfields early on in a conflict, these MAGTFs foreclose enemy options and
enable joint forces to focus on delivering combat power deep inland.
Without forward-deployed, combat-credible naval forces on station in littoral
areas and without a force such as a MAGTF able to provide boots on the
ground immediately, it is difficult to imagine a scenario in which joint forces
could be effectively employed. Being there before the start of a crisis or conflict
is the cardinal prerequisite for the application of our joint military power, and
the recurring cost of our entry-the cost of fighting our way in-is considerably
less if the forces that help enable power projection are present beforehand in
peacetime.
Thus in crises across the broad spectrum of conflict, it is amphibious warfare
forces delivering the capabilities of a MAGTF that are called upon most
frequently to deal with events ranging from humanitarian assistance, to
peacemaking, to noncombatant evacuation, to peacekeeping, to a wide range of
other missions. How do these amphibious warfare forces impact the pace of
globalization, and has globalization fundamentally changed the nature of the
amphibious warfare mission?

Globalization and Expeditionary Warfare: A Symbiotic
Relationship?

The forces impelling globalization suggest the need for a military strategy that
combines peacetime regional engagement, crisis management, and maintenance
of warfighting capabilities to mitigate and contain likely conflicts. As concerns
about the impact of globalization on U.S. security have gained traction during
the past decade, U.S. forces have often been called upon to operate in multiple,
simultaneous, lesser regional contingencies. 15 The number of contingencies is
striking. During the 1990s, the United States engaged in more than 500 lesser
regional contingencies. 16 The ability to respond to these contingencies-
occurring at the rate of one per week-depends upon the ability of naval
expeditionary forces to remain forward deployed, mobile, flexible, and combat-
credible.
Expeditionary warfare forces in general and amphibious warfare forces in
particular have provided first responders to these crises that occur more
frequently. Less well understood is the impact that these forces have on the
globalization process. What effect does theability of the United States to field a
robust amphibious warfare capability have on the ongoing process of
globalization? Are these forces a facilitating element, or are they merely crisis
response forces operating on the margins?



The economy that essentially defines globalization is built on the worldwide
transport of goods and services as well as the accelerating connectivity wrought
by modem telecommunications and information technology. Although some
time-critical material travels by air, the overwhelming bulk of this worldwide
transport occurs by sea and is facilitated by international law such as the 1982
United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea and other accords. 17
However, regional aggressors, international pirates, rogue states, international
terrorists, and the like have little respect for international law. Ultimately, it is
incumbent on maritime powers such as the United States to guarantee this
worldwide transport of goods and services by protecting the ocean commons-
both the high seas and the ports of embarkation and debarkation.
In concert with the navies of allied nations, the Navy and Marine Corps are the
guarantors of international trade, allowing it to flourish and expand without the
fear of long-term disruption. While localized crises such as the Iraq-Iran tanker
war during the 1980s can temporarily disrupt international trade, ultimately the
maritime powers in general, and the United States in particular, restore order on
the global commons with their naval forces. Clearly, without this worldwide
naval presence-and the threat of retaliation against those who would disrupt
world trade-it is unlikely that globalization as we know it today would be a
reality, and thus, the continued expansion of a globalizing economy could well
be an uncertain thing.
Increasingly, expeditionary warfare forces are becoming more visible in their
role in undergirding the political stability necessary for globalization. Other
naval assets-such as CVBGs, submarines, independently operating surface
combatants, and long-range tactical aviation-play key roles in enforcing order
on the high seas portion of the global commons. But it is the nature of
amphibious forces-that is, the ability to project power from the sea onto the
land in a measured, tailored fashion-that makes them the most likely asset to
be called upon to perform stability operations. Landing marines ashore has an
obviously longer-term impact (and more flexible outcome) than aerial bombing
or a missile strike. In this sense, amphibious forces are the most visible sign of
reassurance for friendly nations and deterrence for potential hostile actors.
Should an aggressor threaten commerce on the global commons-either on the
high seas or in the littorals-expeditionary warfare forces are structured to
extract swift retribution: from destroying ships, aircraft, ports, or airfields that
disrupt or even threaten to disrupt global commerce, to protecting the ports and
airfields of friendly nations to ensure the continued free flow of trade, to
directly attacking pirates or other rogue entities that seize or otherwise hazard
international merchant shipping, to escorting this same shipping during selected
portions of their transits.
The ability of expeditionary warfare forces to serve as key guarantors of
international commerce from terminus to terminus makes them indispensable
assets in facilitating and accelerating globalization. While these forces
dramatically impact globalization, so too does globalization impact the rule set
for the conduct of amphibious warfare. This suggests that the paradigm for
expeditionary warfare may be changing as rapidly as globalization is changing



the world. 18

Changing the Rules of Expeditionary Warfare

The U.S. paradigm for expeditionary warfare may be undergoing fundamental
change as Navy and Marine forces dedicated to this mission seek to remain
relevant throughout the ensuing decades. This paradigm shift may move us
away not only from what we were accustomed to in the post-Cold War world of
the last decade or so.but also from what we were accustomed to at the turn of
the century. This new rule set for expeditionary warfare may change the way
that expeditionary warfare forces will be employed across the spectrum of
conflict.
While there is no way to predict accurately the precise scope of the increasing
demands on the use of expeditionary warfare forces, the available evidence
suggests that these forces will be used, at a minimum episodically and at a
maximum continuously, as regional and international tensions ebb and flow in
response to the searing forces of globalization. While there will be demands for
these forces for a host of reasons, they will be most frequently called upon to
deter or defeat direct threats to the United States or its allies.
Threats to the United States now come from a widely dispersed group of
nations as well as from transnational groups. Given the vast distances involved,
it is unlikely America can respond to these threats by surging forces from the
continental United States. Naval expeditionary warfare forces, especially
amphibious warfare forces, will need to be on-scene simultaneously in multiple
theaters and will have to be prepared to take decisive action without immediate
reinforcement. This argues for a larger footprint than that to be provided by the
36 amphibious warfare ships currently in the Future Years Defense Plan. 19
Economic macro-trends and demographic shifts unleashed by globalization will
likely increase the need for expeditionary warfare forces to protect what
globalization has wrought. As more goods move by sea, protection of ships and
ports will place increasing demands on amphibious warfare forces, particularly
when an armed force on the ground may be required on short notice to protect
port facilities. Globalization has accelerated dramatic demographic shifts as
populations have moved toward the coastline, drawn by the economic vitality of
coastal cites that are the terminus points for the tremendously enhanced
worldwide trade. The mega-cities of this century will be clustered along the
coast. Thus, the objective area for the overwhelming number of world crises
will be within the operational and tactical reach of amphibious warfare forces.
Other forces of globalization exacerbate this need for expeditionary warfare
forces. As the Cold War camps continue to dissolve, economic independence
makes the world community less dependent on superpower (even the lone
superpower) protection, and nations become more conscious of their own
individual sovereignty, U.S. access to overseas bases continues to decline. This
makes the need for amphibious warfare forces that can operate independent of
these bases even greater.
The potent combination of modern Navy amphibious assault ships and a



modern and modernizing Marine Corps tactical mobility triad built around the
MV-22 Osprey tilt-rotor aircraft, the landing craft air cushion (LCAC) and the
advanced amphibious assault vehicle (AAAV) will provide the ARG and
MAGTF with a power projection capability-not replicated anywhere else-
and with the operational agility, strategic mobility, potent lethality, and
embedded sustainment to influence events ashore decisively. This makes these
amphibious warfare forces best suited to respond to ongoing crises in the
littorals.
Once ashore, MAGTFs are task organized, armed, equipped, and trained to deal
with the spectrum of crises unleashed by the forces of globalization. This is
articulated perhaps most vividly in the Marine Corps view of future warfighting
in urban areas-the so-called three-block war in which the MAGTF will
operate in highly populated areas, often conducting humanitarian assistance,
peacekeeping, and warfighting simultaneously in a three-block area. An almost
hypothetical notion when the Marines first proposed it, this taxonomy has
gained traction as the realities of intervention in the littorals have made this the
new paradigm for our expeditionary warfare forces.
As noted throughout this volume (particularly in chapter 25), the international
trade in increasingly lethal weapons systems is increasing as globalization
continues to break down trade barriers. The access to these weapons on the part
of potentially hostile nations or groups will continue to shape both the offensive
and defensive makeup of expeditionary warfare forces. The ability to cope with
a wide array of antiaccess threats ranging from ballistic missiles, to naval
mines, to cruise missiles, to adversary aircraft, ships, submarines and craft, to
suicide attackers across a wide spectrum will drive the systems, sensors,
platforms, and weapons for expeditionary warfare forces being built for the
future.
While the exact nature of these threats continues to evolve, some of the
capabilities that future expeditionary warfare forces must leverage are
becoming evident. A first-order requirement is for these forces to leverage the
tremendous American advantage in command, control, communications,
computers, intelligence, surveillance, and reconnaissance (C4ISR) in order to
fight in a network-centric versus a platform-centric manner and thus to
maximize the warfighting capabilities of the entire force. Another first-order
requirement is to harness similarly the full range and depth of U.S. intelligence
capabilities-those traditionally used by expeditionary warfare forces as well as
those not as leveraged as frequently.
Changing the rule set to take on the additional missions, as well as to increase
the scope of some specialized missions that will likely fall to these forces, could
impossibly strain current and future amphibious warfare forces if they also
continue to take on the full spectrum of missions that they currently perform.
While there is an understandable unwillingness on the part of any military
organization to give up missions due to the fear that this may lead to the loss of
force structure, this is a case in which-given the broad scope of the missions
that the ARG and MAGTF team must be prepared to conduct-decreasing the
emphasis on some missions should not cause Navy planners and budgeters



undue concern.
Given the dramatic shifts in the global security paradigm, it is unlikely that
naval expeditionary forces will fight a pitched battle with a peer-competitor
navy on the high seas. Thus, systems, sensors, platforms, and weapons focused
on that mission can probably receive a decreased emphasis. More directly
relevant to expeditionary warfare forces, it is increasingly unlikely that the
entire expeditionary warfare force will be required to make simultaneously a
full-blown amphibious assault against a hostile beach. Clearly, we should not
divest ourselves of all our amphibious assault capability built up so carefully
over the past decades. However, a portion of those platforms and systems
optimized for such assaults might be reconstituted to go around, go over, or
otherwise avoid such direct assaults.
Conversely, based on their actions in recent contingencies, as well as an
extrapolation of plausible scenarios, expeditionary warfare forces will likely be
called upon to intensify their focus on a number of mission areas as they
continue to operate in areas of growing strategic instability, especially along the
southern belt of Asia.
Missions that put a premium on the inherent mobility and ability of amphibious
warfare forces are missions that these forces will likely be called upon to
conduct with more regularity. Thus, missions such as in extremis hostage
rescue, clandestine operations, noncombatant evacuation, intelligence
gathering, tactical recovery of downed aviators, force protection, and other
small unit operations are the kinds of missions that amphibious warfare forces
will continue to undertake with increasing frequency.
Significantly, all of these missions require small numbers of highly trained,
elite marines to be transported quickly to an objective area. There, they must be
supported by robust C4ISR systems and be backed up by on-call combat-
credible power should adversary forces gain the upper hand. These small units
will be required to operate autonomously and covertly or in mutual support of
other small units. Upon completion of an operation, these forces must be
quickly extracted, and sufficient backup extraction capability must exist in
order to ensure that no marines are left behind in hostile territory.
These are the mission areas that can be seen on the horizon based on an
informed extrapolation of the changes that globalization has already made to
our security paradigm. But what about the changes that cannot be seen yet?
Capabilities cannot be built into our amphibious warfare forces based on what
is not yet known. However, a process can be put in place that can be responsive
to the ongoing changes wrought by globalization.
To hedge against ongoing changes in the security paradigm impelled by
globalization, Navy and Marine Corps amphibious warfare forces need to
maintain a robust science and technology and research and development base
that keeps pace with technologies being developed in response to emerging
threats. Given the lengthy Department of Defense procurement process, a
responsive capability must include the ability to prototype rapidly systems,
sensors, platforms, and weapons and get them into the hands of the warfighters
without undue delay.



Ultimately, the ability of amphibious warfare forces to deal with a dramatically
changing security paradigm wrought by globalization will be dependent on the
men and women of the force, the platforms that they serve on, and the sensors
and weapons that they bring to the fight. In light of the crucial role that these
forces play in the Nation's defense, a thorough review of these important parts
of the equation is imperative.

Keeping Expeditionary Warfare Relevant in a Globalizing
Century

Expeditionary warfare forces are crucial contributors to national security today,
but they will only remain so in the future if they continuously change to meet
emerging threats impelled by a globalizing world. While the precise outlines of
these changes are difficult to discern, there are reasonable vectors that can be
taken to ensure that expeditionary warfare forces continue to remain relevant
throughout this century of dramatic changes. The 10 policy choices or vectors
presented here (categorized by component or capability) are not final solutions,
but rather proposals that should be vetted throughout Navy and Marine Corps
leadership to determine if they have the potential to enhance the effectiveness
of our expeditionary warfare forces today-and well into the future.
Personnel The missions that MAGTFs are likely to be involved in over the
next several decades will most frequently involve small unit tactics with
perhaps a squad or platoon of marines operating in rapid-action, high-stress
environments. These operations will likely mirror missions conducted by
special operations forces, such as Navy SEALS, Army Rangers, and Air Force
Special Forces, much more closely than they mirror the more generalized
amphibious assault operations that MAGTFs are currently task-organized and
trained to conduct. The Corps will need to determine whether some of the
resources spent on maintaining a large force of capable-but generally
skilled-marines would be better spent on a smaller force of elite special forces
marines and on the equipment that they need to conduct specialized missions.
C4ISR. While upgrades to equipment across the board are required for MAGTFs
to conduct the special missions that they will need to conduct in a globalizing
world, there are some upgrades that are more critical than others. Small Marine
Corps units operating independently in hostile territory where they will need to
have extensive reach-back and fire support clearly need top-of-the-line
integrated and interoperable C4ISR capability to have a high probability of
achieving success in their missions. This C4ISR capability must seamlessly
connect Marine units with each other and with Navy support units. Perhaps as
importantly, this capability must connect these small units with the broad
spectrum of joint force capabilities that may be brought to bear in a crisis-
from satellites, to unmanned aerial vehicles, to other autonomous sensing and
weapons platforms.
Surface Assault Platforms. In a globalizing security paradigm in which
emphasis is placed on small unit tactics delivered rapidly and often covertly by
elite marines, the Navy and Marine Corps should reevaluate the emerging



tactical mobility triad (MV-22, LCAC, and AAAV) and determine if the
tremendous and ongoing investment in surface assault platforms is prudent and
affordable. This is not to say that the Marine Corps should divest itself of all
surface assault capability; clearly the service must hedge its bets and retain
significant capability in this area. However, with the decreasing likelihood of
major, opposed amphibious assault on hostile beaches, perhaps a scaled-down
platform commitment is worth considering. This change would also impact the
makeup of the Navy hulls that transport the MAGTF, especially given the large
footprint of craft such as the LCAC and the AAAV.
Air Assault Platforms. In an environment in which small MAGTF units must be
transported by air quickly and often covertly, the composition of the Marine
Corps air combat element (ACE) should be closely scrutinized. The current
ACE, built around the venerable CH-46, CH-53-E, AH-1W, and UH-1
helicopters, as well as the AV-8B Harrier, is aging rapidly and is stressed to
conduct current missions effectively. The Marine Corps is counting on the MV-
22 Osprey to replace its aging CH-46 helicopters and perhaps eventually the
CH-53E helicopter. The Osprey is a technologically advanced and highly
capable platform, but it has been plagued by technical challenges and its long-
term survival is not assured. Initially, the Marine Corps might be well served to
develop a Plan-B for another air vehicle to replace its aging ACE transport
aircraft should the Osprey not reach fruition. If the Osprey does survive and if
the MAGTF moves toward an Osprey-dominant force, the capabilities of the
entire ACE must be further evaluated in this context. The Osprey can outfly and
outrange ACE components such as the AH-lW Cobra gunship that historically
have provided the preponderance of escort support for Marine transport
helicopters. If the Osprey is to transport Marines inland on special missions,
than a companion support platform must be added to the mix to ensure that
these helicopters are properly escorted.
Maritime Prepositioning Ships. The Navy has made a substantial investment in
hulls, and the Marine Corps has made an equally large investment in equipment
that is prepositioned aboard these ships. Three squadrons of maritime
prepositioning ships (MPS) are strategically deployed worldwide close to areas
where expeditionary warfare forces are likely to be engaged. The purpose of
these ships is both to sustain a MEU(SOC) embarked in an ARG and to provide
the equipment and supplies to enable an airlifted MAGTF to be configured for
combat operations as an adjunct to amphibious warfare forces already in
theater. Among other items, these ships carry an expeditionary airfield, a naval
construction battalion, and a fleet hospital. While they deliver a robust
capability, the enormous cost to both the Navy and Marine Corps should be
reevaluated in light of the new role that expeditionary warfare forces are
playing in the 21st century.20 The Marine Corps may no longer need all of the
heavy equipment resident in the ships of a maritime prepositioning squadron to
be on-call and readily available simultaneously in three theaters of operation.
Clearly, given the Title 10 requirement that the Marine Corps have three
divisions and three air wings, this is not a decision that the Department of the
Navy can make unilaterally. However, the issue should be dealt with



forthrightly, not ignored. Additionally, as emerging technology makes high
speed vessels more affordable, the Navy and Marine Corps should examine the
viability of transitioning to a fleet of fewer-but faster-MPS in order to
reduce both the number of hulls needed as well as the amount of Marine
equipment tied up in these ships.
Seabasing andHigh Speed Vessels. Closely related to the issue of maritime
prepositioning ships is the issue of seabasing and the viability of high speed
vessels-both as MPS hulls and as high speed lift between and among ships.
Seabasing is one of the primary tenets of the Navy Capstone Concept of naval
operations. It is a concept that enhances the rapid, sustainable enabling force
capabilities provided by forward-deployed expeditionary warfare forces.21
Expeditionary warfare forces operating in an objective area for a sustained
period require ongoing and substantial resupply. The seabasing concept
provides this via sea-based as opposed to land-based sites. Among its primary
attributes, seabasing provides the ability to resupply forces rapidly in an
objective area while dramatically decreasing the risk to these forces. However,
this concept of seabasing is critically dependent on the movement of enormous
quantities of material between the sea base (notionally 100-200 miles off an
adversary's coast) to the amphibious warfare forces operating in the objective
area (notionally 25-50 miles off that same coast). This concept has been
evaluated in simulations and in wargames. The Corps has begun experimenting
with catamarans to move marines and material between bases in the Western
Pacific. However, unless or until the Navy and Marine Corps make a substantial
commitment to some form of high speed vessel as an adjunct to complement
ARGs and maritime prepositioning squadrons, the concept of seabasing will
remain just that-a concept.22
Unmanned Aerial Vehicles. The Navy and Marine Corps have been at the
forefront of unmanned aerial vehicle (UAV) development and have fielded the
Pioneer UAV system that has been successfully employed in Operation Desert
Storm, Kosovo, and numerous contingency operations, including Somalia and
counterdrug missions. The capabilities delivered by UAV systems are critical to
expeditionary warfare operations in a globalizing world as these operations
increasingly depend on extensive intelligence preparation of the battlefield,
C4ISR connectivity, battle damage assessment, and other capabilities that are
delivered by UAVs in increasingly frequent situations where the risk of
conducting such missions with a manned aircraft is deemed too high. The U.S.
experience in Afghanistan validated the utility of UAVs and showcased the
capabilities of emerging UAV technology. To ensure the continued viability of
amphibious warfare forces, the Navy and Marine Corps must acquire this new
technology as a matter of priority, since the extant Navy-Marine Corps UAV
system, Pioneer, is based on late 1970s technology and has limitations that
proscribe its tactical utility.23 As the Navy and Marine Corps embrace the
technology of emerging UAV technology, especially systems such as Global
Hawk, the capability built into these systems must enable them to link directly
with ARG and MAGTF forces on the ground in order to exploit fully their
tactical utility.



Tactical Fixed-Wing Aviation. Prior to the changes wrought by a globalizing
world-and when the United States and Soviet Union were still locked in a
Cold War paradigm-U.S. war plans envisioned scenarios in which an entire
Marine division might be locked in a land battle in sites as remote as Norway.
This spawned the need for large expeditionary airfields and for a substantial
investment in Marine Corps tactical aviation so that sustained division-level
operations could be conducted without the dependence on Navy or Air Force
tactical aviation. While the Cold War paradigm has been eliminated, the
enormous investment in Marine tactical aviation has been sustained. In light of
the increasing downward pressure on Navy and Marine force structure, a
thorough analysis of this mission area appears to be in order to determine if
these funds might be more effectively used for other expeditionary warfare
needs. In light of the integration, interoperability, and transformation of the
Armed Forces envisioned in Joint Vision 2020, a thorough review of Marine
tactical aviation-and the ability to meet these needs with other joint forces-
would seem prudent.
Expeditionary/Amphibious Warfare Combatants. The pace of expeditionary
warfare wrought by globalization requires that Navy contribution to mission
success involve more than the old paradigm of providing amphibious shipping
to move a MEU-sized force from point to point. When the Navy shifted its
strategic paradigm from the early-I 980s maritime strategy to a littoral-focused
Forward.from the Sea strategy, it placed greater emphasis on modernized
amphibious warfare ships and new operating concepts for the amphibious
fleet.24 Through the end of the last decade, this change in emphasis was
increasingly evident and resulted in the construction and fleet introduction of
new classes of amphibious warships such as the LHD multipurpose amphibious
assault ship and the LSD-41 and LSD-49 dock landing ships.25 However, as
naval budgets have come under increasing pressure, naval shipbuilding
programs have been trimmed-often significantly-and absent a substantial
infusion of new procurement funds. In fact, by the end of the decade, a navy of
less than 300 ships is a reality. This downward pressure has negative impacts on
expeditionary warfare, specifically in the delay of the LPD-17 San Antonio-
class amphibious transport dock, sorely needed to replace the aging LPD-4
Austin-class, and the virtual elimination of the DD 21 (DD[X]) program, a ship
that was counted upon to provide the Marines with significant fire support.26
As the forces of globalization continue to require interventions in the world's
littoral regions, a reevaluation of naval shipbuilding priorities with a view
toward providing a more robust littoral warfare capability would seem
advisable.
Development of Doctrine, Tactics, Techniques, and Procedures. More so than
any two services of any nations, the U.S. Navy and Marine Corps must operate
together effectively in order to have any chance of success. The establishment
of the Director of Expeditionary Warfare (a Marine Corps major general with a
Navy rear admiral as his deputy) within the Navy staff was one important step
in coordinating Navy and Marine Corps procurement efforts in support of
amphibious warfare. However, it is not clear that the same coordination exists



in the area of development of Navy and Marine Corps doctrine, as well as
associated tactics, techniques, and procedures. While some progress is being
made in the field in forward-thinking organizations such as the expeditionary
warfare training groups in the Atlantic and Pacific fleets, it is important that this
coordination be matched in the area of the crucial doctrinal development that
undergirds the way in which the Navy and Marine Corps operate together.
Navy doctrine is developed and written by the Navy Warfare Development
Command in Newport, Rhode Island, while Marine Corps doctrine is developed
and written by the Marine Corps Combat Development Command in Quantico,
Virginia. Coordination and cooperation in doctrinal development between these
two commands is an area that would benefit from increased focus and
emphasis.27 In view of the absolute requirement for Navy and Marine Corps
forces to work in close coordination with one another, ongoing efforts must be
focused on avoiding a doctrinal divide between the two military services that
must operate together most effectively.
These 10 vectors are not all-inclusive but represent primary issues that the Navy
and Marine Corps must come to grips with to ensure that amphibious warfare
forces are manned and equipped in a manner that guarantees that they remain
relevant in the decades to come. Manned and equipped in this manner, these
forces will continue to be major contributors to the accelerating pace of
globalization.

Coming Full Circle: Expeditionary Warfare and the Pace of
Globalization

At the intersection of globalization and expeditionary warfare, the question is
not whether these two paradigms intersect-the available evidence strongly
suggests that they do. Nor is the issue whether expeditionary warfare impacts
globalization and whether globalization impacts expeditionary warfare. Clearly
the impact on one upon the other is profound. The real issue is to what extent is
the United States willing to invest in expeditionary warfare forces in order to
ensure that international trade on the global commons-as well as other trends
that undergird globalization-accelerate in ways that ensure the political and
economic success of United States, its allies, and its friends.
In a summer 2001 radio interview, Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul
Wolfowitz made the point that "The defense of our country isn't cheap, but it's
proven to be a terrifically valuable investment."28 The deputy secretary's
comments are especially germane as they apply to amphibious warfare forces.
The substantial investment in Navy and Marine Corps personnel, systems,
sensors, platforms, and weapons is not cheap, and it must be evaluated against
other needed capabilities among all of the military services. However, based on
what these forces add to the political and economic security of the Nation,
continued investment in naval expeditionary forces is the best way to ensure the
Nation's continued prosperity in a globalizing world.
The core issue then becomes, as defense budgets rise and fall, what portion of
those budgets are dedicated to assuring the viability of the Nation's



expeditionary warfare forces? The answers belie simple statistical comparisons
and go straight to the issue of national commitment and national will. The
dialogue seems positive-but rhetoric is not reality. Where procurement dollars
are spent will ultimately determine whether we have funded expeditionary
warfare forces in a way that makes these forces viable assets in a globalizing
world. As Presidents react to emerging international crises in this new
millennium by asking, "Where are the expeditionary warfare forces?" the
answer to this question will become self-evident.

Toward an Essential Expeditionary/Amphibious Warfare Force

When invading an enemy's country, men should always be confident in spirit, but they should
fear, too, and take measures ofprecaution: and thus they will be at once most valorous in
attack and impregnable in defense. 29
-Archidarnus of Sparta, Speech to the Lacadaernonian expeditionary forces departing against
Athens, 431 BCE
Amphibious flexibility is the greatest strategic asset that a sea power possesses.30
-B.H. Liddell Hart
Deterrent or Defense, 1960
These two quotations, proffered almost two and one-half millennia apart,
suggest that much has changed-and that much remains the same. While
technological advances have changed the face of warfare, what has not changed
is that putting forces on the ground is often the only certain way to impose
one's will on an adversary. These forces travel most efficiently by sea and
operate most effectively in the near shore area where they can strike any littoral
area almost without warning.
Expeditionary/amphibious warfare forces-especially the tailored force
package comprising the ARG-MAGTF team-were accomplishing the
expeditionary mission well before the 21st-century version of this mission
emerged. Building on a long tradition of excellence, today's expeditionary
warfare forces are engaged worldwide at a rate unprecedented in history. As
macro-trends such as globalization make the need for naval expeditionary
forces more imperative, the Navy-Marine Corps team is adapting to a changing
world by leading military transformation with revolutionary new warfighting
concepts, systems, sensors, platforms, and weapons designed to ensure this
force's viability well into this century.
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